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growth through debt reduction and in-
vestments, exactly the mix of prior-
ities that a successful business would
adopt in good times.

Republicans have voted to reserve
virtually the entire bounty of eco-
nomic growth and fiscal discipline for
tax cuts that will likely benefit only
those who are already doing very well
in the current economy. It is simple.
The majority budget resolution may
well burden future generations because
of tax cuts and spending obligations
made today, and they rely on surplus
projections well into the future.

What does this mean for the people
we represent? Little will be left for our
urgent needs. Our national need to in-
vest in social security and Medicare
solvency, in education, in research and
development, and in the environment
will remain unmet.

The budget resolution that was
passed by the House yesterday does not
do enough for Americans when it
comes to investing in education. It will
not help hire more teachers, it will not
help districts modernize their schools.
It takes money away from higher edu-
cation.

If we are going to prepare our chil-
dren for the future, we have to do bet-
ter. We have to make education a pri-
ority.

The problems go beyond education.
Consider, for a moment, the implica-
tions of our budget resolution on the
environment. America’s public lands,
wildlife, fish, and plants are assets that
belong not just to us but to our chil-
dren. We must allow for an increase in
funding for protecting the environment
and improving our communities. What
will our children say if priceless re-
sources disappear to suburban sprawl?
Will future generations have the oppor-
tunity to see ancient forests or wildlife
in their natural habitat?

Furthermore, we need to do more to
support and encourage research and de-
velopment. As a scientist, I understand
the importance of increasing funding
for both the National Science Founda-
tion and for the National Institutes of
Health. Today’s research is at the
threshold of major scientific advance-
ment, which can dramatically improve
the quality of life for the American
people.

All of us have seen the benefits, the
actual benefits and the potential bene-
fits of research. Whether it is new dis-
coveries to help fight AIDS and breast
cancer, initiatives to improve our un-
derstanding of how ecosystems inter-
act, or investing in teacher training to
help students get the mathematics and
science skills they need to succeed in
today’s and tomorrow’s society, each
action leads us to the doorstep of
breakthroughs in improving the qual-
ity of life.

We need to make a stronger commit-
ment to the future, and increasing
funding for research and development
should be part of that commitment. We
simply need to make an investment
now. It will benefit all of us and future

generations. Waiting until later only
delays the improvements in quality of
life.

The President has proposed that we
use the surplus to strengthen social se-
curity and Medicare, and to extend the
lives of those programs. I will continue
to work with other Members of Con-
gress to use the surplus to pay down
our national debt, to strengthen social
security and Medicare, to encourage in-
vestments in education, and to meet
our other long-term needs for environ-
mental protection and research and de-
velopment.
f

AMERICA NEEDS TO SET BUDGET
PRIORITIES AND FOCUS ON PAY-
ING DOWN THE NATIONAL DEBT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday we took the first
step on a long process of passing a
budget this year, and a very important
budget it will be as it will lay out pri-
orities as we move into the next cen-
tury. It will in fact be the last budget
of the 20th century. As we move for-
ward, we need to set our priorities.

This will be a long process as we go
through the summer and into the fall
in deciding what those priorities
should be in passing a budget. I rise
today to emphasize the importance of
fiscal discipline, fiscal responsibility,
and paying down our debt as we move
through that process. I feel that should
be the number one priority of this body
in the budget process and for the fu-
ture, as it is what can best help the
people of this country.

We still have a significant financial
problem. The news has gotten better in
recent years. We have reduced the
yearly size of the deficit, and we actu-
ally have the possibility of moving to-
wards a surplus. All of that is good
news, and many people on both sides of
the aisle and many Congresses through
the past 6 or 7 years can rightfully
take credit for that, but the job is not
done. I worry a great deal as I listen to
the debate and listened to the debate
this past week on the budget resolution
that people have lost sight of that fact.
We are talking about surplus politics,
and I think we do so prematurely.

To begin with, we still incorrectly,
from an economic standpoint, count
the surplus in the social security trust
fund as income to the Treasury, and
use that surplus to claim an overall
surplus when in fact we have an overall
deficit.

Last year’s numbers make this point
clearly. We had a $100 billion surplus in
the social security trust fund. The rest
of the budget actually ran a $30 billion
deficit, so presto, we have the $70 bil-
lion surplus that everybody has been
talking about, it does not really exist,
but that surplus in the social security

trust fund is already obligated. We
have to pay it back, plus interest to
the Treasury, so that the trust fund
can pay out the social security benefits
that all of us, or all of us hopefully
some day, that many of us, are due. So
it is not money we can count as a sur-
plus. To count it that way is to spend
it twice. When we spend money twice,
we wind up in debt as far as we are.

The second critical point in this is we
still have an overall debt. That $70 bil-
lion surplus, mythical though it may
be, even within the grounds of that
myth is only a 1-year surplus, with
quotations around it. The overall debt
continues to grow. It is approaching $6
trillion.

On a yearly basis we pay $215 billion
to service that debt. That is 15 percent
of the budget, 15 percent of our budget,
and $250 billion that basically goes sim-
ply to pay off past excess. It does noth-
ing to meet our obligations at present
or in the future, and it should be re-
duced.

Now is the time to do it. We have a
very strong economy. We have unem-
ployment at 4.2 percent. We have vir-
tually nonexistent inflation, a booming
stock market, with growth to match. If
we cannot begin to pay down that debt
now, we never will. We will never get
there if we do not take that step right
now. We need to step up to that as a
priority.

I am concerned, as I look at the de-
bate that we had on the budget resolu-
tion, that we are not heading in the
right direction. I basically look at the
budget resolution of this week that was
passed in the House as a bad news-good
news situation.

The bad news is, it is not a particu-
larly good budget resolution, and the
debate was even worse, from a fiscally
responsible and economically accurate
standpoint. But the good news is it bor-
ders on meaningless. What really is
going to matter is the 13 appropriation
bills that both bodies have to pass be-
tween now and October. There is no
way that those 13 appropriation bills
are even going to come close to match-
ing what was in that budget resolution.

I say that is good news because the
budget resolution overpromised in a
number of different areas. Essentially
by holding back key specifics, the
budget resolution was able to promise
in a number of interesting areas, prom-
ise more spending on defense, although
they added another little trick in there
that they promised budget authority
but not necessarily outlays.

What is the difference between budg-
et authority and outlays, we ask? It is
the difference between promising to
spend money and actually spending it.
There is a big difference between those
two things.

Beyond that, the pledges for in-
creased spending in defense, in edu-
cation, while at the same time includ-
ing a massive back end tax cut, and by
‘‘back end’’ I mean it grows in the out
years, in the first 5 years it is not too
much, in the second 5 years it is more,
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in the third five years it is even more,
all of that, for all of that to work with-
in any sort of fiscally responsible
framework requires cuts in the rest of
the budget that nobody is prepared to
make, and therefore were not spelled
out in that budget resolution, for some
very good reasons. If they had been
spelled out nobody would have voted
for it and it would not have passed.

So the budget resolution was more or
less a political document, an effort to
try to gain favor in some areas by play-
ing various tricks and smoke and mir-
rors games with the budget numbers.
So it is not going to happen, but we are
going to have a situation where we are
going to have to pass a real budget.
What is going to happen is all of those
promises that were made during the
budget resolution debate are going to
be very tough to meet, in reality.

What is going to happen? My fear is
that what is going to happen is exactly
what happened in the 1980s, long before
I got to Congress, actually when I was
in high school and college and watched
with horror as my predecessors in this
body spent all of our future money.

Basically what happens is an agree-
ment is reached that goes something
like this: I will take your tax cut if you
take my spending increase. That works
out just fine for that Congress. They
are able to pass out a lot of goodies and
make every one happy, but it sets up a
situation that I, among others, walked
into in the mid 1990s.

Basically it is like showing up at the
time that the credit card bill comes
due. It is not a lot of fun and it is not
good for the country, because I under-
stand the Federal Government has
many positive things that it needs to
do. It has spending programs in the
areas of education, in the areas of de-
fense, environmental protection, med-
ical research. It has tax cuts it can do.

All of those things are important,
but they are not peculiar to this one
moment in time. Ten years from now,
20 years from now, 30 years from now,
and beyond, residents of this country
are going to have needs in all of those
areas, needs that they will not be able
to meet if we spend the money now ir-
responsibly.

I am afraid that we are headed in
that direction by overpromising, by
talking about the politics of a surplus
and where can we spend the money,
where should we spend the money,
what tax cuts we should do, way be-
yond what we can actually afford to do,
and not even taking into account the
nearly $6 trillion debt that we have run
up over the course of the last 30 years.
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Let us be fiscally responsible and
start paying that down.

Worse than that, the debate, as I
watched it, degenerated into a criti-
cism of the Clinton budget and a battle
over who is, quote, setting aside more
for Social Security.

There are a couple of problems with
this argument. First of all, it allowed

many of the majority party who sup-
ported their budget to not even really
talk about their budget, but rather try
to focus their attention on proving
that the President’s budget that he in-
troduced 3 months ago was bad.

That may well be. In fact, an amend-
ment was offered by a Member of the
majority that was supposedly exactly
the President’s budget. It was defeated,
I think, with only two votes voting in
favor of it.

From the time that budget was intro-
duced, many things have changed,
many other ideas have come up. The
budget is a dead issue. Yet, that is
what the majority party spent most of
its time talking about.

I would have much preferred them to
have spelled out some of the specifics
of their own resolution. I also would
have much preferred them to be a little
bit more honest in their analysis of
that budget.

I brought a chart with me which I
saw frequently on the day that the
budget resolution was debated being
brought up and put forth by the major-
ity party as evidence that their budget
was better for Social Security than the
President’s was.

I bring this chart up mainly for illus-
trative purposes to show how—well,
dishonest might be too strong a word;
we are supposed to not say things like
that in this honest body—let us say
how disingenuous the debate was. I will
put that chart up now.

This chart shows the commitment on
Social Security. It is interesting. The
Republicans’ argument throughout the
whole budget was that their budget
sets aside 100 percent of the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund or, sorry, 100 percent
of the surplus for Social Security,
whereas the President only sets aside
62 percent.

The interesting thing is, and they ab-
solutely had to be aware of this fact,
the 62 percent that they are talking
about, or sorry, the 62 percent that the
President was talking about was 62 per-
cent of the entire surplus, whereas the
number that the Republicans were re-
ferring to in their budget was 100 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus.

So basically the President was talk-
ing about 62 percent of a much larger
number. In fact, a fascinating fact is
this 62 percent of that much larger
number is almost exactly the same as
that 100 percent. In other words, there
is no difference whatsoever.

Yet, the majority got up here and ar-
gued repeatedly that their budget was
better because it set aside 100 percent
instead of 62 percent. It is just exactly
that sort of disingenuous use of fact
that colored the debate and got us way
off the topic. That topic ought to be
fiscal responsibility.

If we want to do something about So-
cial Security and Medicare, and that is
really a third point in addition to the
two prior points about how our budget
situation is not as rosy as it is, those
being, one, that we still count the
money that we borrow from the Social

Security trust fund; two, we have an
existing debt; three is the coming bills
on Social Security and Medicare once
the baby boom retires, those exploding
bills that are out there and what we
are going to do about them.

Nowhere in the budget resolution
does it say anything about any sort of
Medicare or Social Security reform to
deal with those problems. If we do not,
that is going to further exacerbate our
financial situation.

The level best thing that we can do
for dealing with those programs, well,
there is two things: one, we can reform
the two programs, but two, is to not
spend the money now. Because the in-
teresting thing about this chart is both
the President and the Republicans are
being somewhat disingenuous in argu-
ing about how much money they,
quote, unquote, are setting aside for
Social Security.

We cannot bind future Congresses in
that way. As future Congresses pass
budgets, they will decide whether or
not to spend this money on Social Se-
curity, Medicare, or someplace else. It
will require a year-to-year decision to
decide what to do with that.

So to say that we are setting it aside
now is somewhat empty rhetoric ex-
cept for this point: It is arguable that
the extent to which we are fiscally re-
sponsible now, in other words, the ex-
tent to which we do not spend money
or do not give out tax cuts that further
inhibit our ability to have revenues for
Social Security and Medicare, to the
extent we do that, we will be in a bet-
ter position to deal with Social Secu-
rity and Medicare in the future.

So the number one biggest test, aside
from all this baloney with the charts,
this effort to confuse people by taking
two separate numbers and treating
them as the same when they are not,
look at the budget and see if it is fis-
cally responsible. That is the test on
whether or not we are preparing for
dealing with the coming increases in
cost and Social Security and Medicare.

Again, when we look at the budget
resolution we passed this week, it
promised $800 billion in tax cuts over 10
years. Actually, that number balloons
even further in the next 5 years, over a
15-year period. It also promised mas-
sive increases in a number of different
areas of spending. All of that will jeop-
ardize this chart considerably.

That is what we need to look at as we
debate the budget in the months ahead.
Because, as I said, the hard work is yet
to come. We have basically done the
smoke and mirrors, twisted the num-
bers around to make them look as good
as possible. Now we actually have to
pass realistic appropriations bills. That
is going to be far, far more difficult
than simply passing a piece of rhetoric.

I rise today to urge fiscal responsi-
bility. Balance the budget and pay
down the debt. That is the best thing
we can do for society today and in the
future.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
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BERRY), a colleague who will help in
this argument. I appreciate his coming
down.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. SMITH) for the opportunity to par-
ticipate in this effort.

Mr. Speaker, I am reminded of an oc-
casion that actually happened to me. I
had been from a farm to town to get
some supplies, and I was on my way
back. One of my neighbors was out in
his field, and he was walking back to-
ward the road. He waved me down. Out
in the country, when someone waves at
you, well, you generally stop and at
least say hello. I was concerned that he
might need a ride someplace or need to
see me about something. So I stopped.

He walked over to my truck, and he
said, ‘‘I just wanted to check.’’ He said,
‘‘Do I look like an idiot?’’ I said ‘‘Well,
sir, you are not. You are a distin-
guished-looking fellow and certainly do
not look strange in any way.’’ He said,
‘‘Well, I just wanted to check.’’ He
said, ‘‘It seems like everybody that
comes down this road today wants to
take advantage of me.’’

That is kind of the way I view this
budget. The Congress this week passed
perhaps the most irresponsible budget
resolution this country has ever seen.
The Republican leadership’s budget
does nothing to solve our Nation’s
most pressing need, the solvency of the
Medicare trust fund. The Republican
leadership’s budget does nothing to pay
down our national debt.

Instead, it devotes any future sur-
pluses that are estimated, and they are
projected at close to $800 billion and
this is money we do not have, to a tax
cut without making any corresponding
spending cuts.

I am in favor of cutting taxes, par-
ticularly for small business owners.
But to ignore this country’s $5.3 tril-
lion national debt, to ignore this coun-
try’s future Medicare needs is just
plain wrong.

To make these assumptions that we
are going to have this great wealth to
spend out here and be irresponsible
about it, like we were back in the 1980s,
and to run the risk of incurring yet
more debt and to not at the very least
have a protection mechanism in there
where these tax cuts do not take place
where this money does not exist is irre-
sponsible.

The American people expect us to
come up with a realistic fiscal plan for
this country. Let us shelve this un-
workable, unrealistic budget resolution
and get to work on real budget.

Again I am reminded of a story that
actually happened. For 30 years, I ate
breakfast in the same cafe every morn-
ing before I went to my farm with the
same group of people.

One of the fellows I usually ate with,
and he is no longer with us, but he
would come back in that cafe late in
the afternoon, and he would have taken
his ballpoint pen, and he would have
figured on his pants leg, in the fall of
the year, his combine would make the

first round around the field, and he
would estimate how much his yield was
going to be and how much he was going
to get for it.

He would figure up right there on his
pants leg how much money he was
going to have. Sometimes he would go
to town and spend quite a bit of that.
Then the harvest would not turn out
quite as good as he expected, and the
price maybe would deteriorate, and he
would end up in trouble.

The next morning, when he would
come back to the cafe, he would have
washed those pants, and his money
would have all disappeared.

I am afraid, if we take this budget
with all these projected surpluses that
we do not really have, it will happen to
this country like it happened to my
friend. We will wash our pants, and all
the money will be gone.

So I urge this body to be more con-
scious of what a workable and realistic
budget resolution should be and to do
our best to work toward that goal.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Arkansas for those well-said words.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DAVIS) who is a
member of the Committee on Budget
and has done an outstanding job of
standing up for fiscal responsibility for
both his constituents and the rest of
the country as a member of that Com-
mittee on Budget. I appreciate his sup-
port.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
just want to highlight one more time
what we have been talking about to-
night, and that is that there should be
no greater priority in this Congress
than paying down the $5.3 trillion Fed-
eral debt.

We are living in a time of uncer-
tainty. We have got a difficult situa-
tion. We are going to do our best to
manage in Kosovo. We have got an in-
credibly healthy economy, but we can-
not be certain what lies ahead. The
most prudent thing for us to be doing
right now is to make paying down this
massive Federal debt our highest pri-
ority.

There are three good reasons why we
ought to do that. First is, it is the
right thing to do for our children and
grandchildren. We should not force
them to inherit this massive debt.

The second reason is, it will help us
prepare Medicare and Social Security
for the retirement of the baby boomers,
because those funds that we set aside
by virtue of paying down the debt can
be used as the baby boomers begin to
retire and put more strain on Medicare
and Social Security.

Finally, it is the best thing we can do
here in Congress to assure that this
economy will stay healthy.

Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, Alan Greenspan, testifying be-
fore the House Committee on the Budg-
et, makes it perfectly clear that, as we
pay down this Federal debt and the
Federal Government competes less to
borrow money in the private sector, it
has a direct bearing on interest rates.

In my home, like many of the homes
we represent, Hillsborough County and
Tampa and Florida where the average
mortgage is about $115,000, when we
drop interest rates about 2 points, from
8 percent to 6 percent, that reduces a
monthly mortgage payment by $155.

I will tell my colleagues that $155 re-
duction in that homeowner’s monthly
mortgage payment is better than most
of the tax cuts that are being promised
here in Washington. They can be taken
immediately, and one does not have to
call one’s accountant to figure out how
to do it.

That is just one example of the posi-
tive impact of paying down the debt,
apart from the fact it is the right thing
to do, apart from the fact that it is the
best thing we can do right now for
Medicare and Social Security.

So I urge my colleagues to take a
second look at this $780 billion tax cut
that we just passed here, and let us go
back and let us do a tax cut, but let us
put first things first. Let us pay down
this massive Federal debt. Let us make
that our highest priority. It will
produce benefits at home for home-
owners, for students who have student
loans, for people who are trying to pay
back credit card debts, and it is the
right thing to do for our children and
grandchildren.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I want to follow up on that
last point about keeping the economy
strong. I came into Congress in 1996.
Before that, I served 6 years in the
Washington State senate, so I started
there in 1990.

I came into the body in the State
senate during down economic times,
during a time period when our treasury
had a $2 billion shortfall; and in the
State of Washington, $2 billion is a lot
of money.

We had to figure out how to deal with
that in terms of cutting spending and
raising taxes and basically dealing
with covering the debts of government.

That is a horrible situation to have
to deal with as compared to the situa-
tion that we are in right now with a
strong economy generating strong rev-
enues, so that we can fund programs
and hopefully pay down the debt.

If we can pay down the debt, if we
can be fiscally responsible in a way
that keeps the economy moving for-
ward, that will have benefits that
spread all across the country and must
be a top priority.

I want to touch on one other point.
Basically, I figure a lot of people might
be tuning in and saying, what is a
Democrat doing talking about a
balanced budget and fiscal responsi-
bility? Well, I feel that I am a member
of the new Democratic Caucus, the new
Democratic Coalition that is very in-
terested in focusing on issues like fis-
cal responsibility and paying down the
debt. Because, though we believe in
government, we do believe that govern-
ment has a limited role to help in areas
like education and infrastructure and
protecting the environment. We also
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recognize that if we are not fiscally re-
sponsible, we will not be able to do
that. We will not have the confidence
of the voters in the first place that
their tax dollars are being well spent.

Second of all, as I mentioned earlier,
these are not one-time needs.

b 1745
We are not the only generation that

is ever going to need these things, and
if we spend all the money now, we do a
grave disservice to the future.

I have been very pleased with the
number of my Democratic colleagues
who have made paying down the debt
and getting a balanced budget the
number one priority in this budget
process. I think it speaks well for the
direction of the Democratic party
today.

That, Mr. Speaker, is an excellent
intro for the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAVID MINGE), who has
been probably the leader in our caucus
on fiscal responsibility and paying
down the debt, and I yield to him at
this time.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleague from Washington
for this opportunity to speak during
his special order.

First, I would like to say that I
would associate myself with my col-
league’s comments. I certainly agree
with the gentleman wholeheartedly.
And I would further preface my re-
marks by complimenting the Speaker.
The Speaker has done a remarkable job
of keeping his commitment to moving
the budget resolution through on a
timely basis.

I know that on our side of the aisle
we have had difficulty with this some
years. Last year, with different leader-
ship, we never did have a concurrent
budget resolution that passed Con-
gress, which was a real failure of lead-
ership. But this year we do have a con-
current budget resolution, and I do
think the Speaker is to be commended
for the priority he has accorded this
task and the fact it was completed on
a timely basis. It is almost historic.

I would also like to compliment the
leadership for staying within the budg-
et caps. The President also stayed
within the budget caps. There has been
a lot of squabbling about whether this
budget or that budget was actually
within the budget caps, and of course
there will be a great deal of anguish as
we try to live within the budget caps,
but, nonetheless, we have had a re-
markable bipartisan commitment to
staying within the budget caps.

The next question is how have we ac-
quitted ourselves of our responsibility
to deal with this task of providing the
Committee on Appropriations and the
other committees in Congress with a
road map as to how they ought to per-
form their functions vis-a-vis the budg-
et for the fiscal year 2000 and for the
subsequent budget years. I think it is
here that we begin to really see some
disagreement in perspective.

As my colleagues have indicated,
there is some real unhappiness with

the fact that the priority that we
ought to be according to paying down
the debt has not been shared on a bi-
partisan basis to date. We have had
several years of remarkably good eco-
nomic times, about 9 years, and we are
all pleased here in the United States
that we have had good economic times.
It is the economy more than anything
else that has allowed us to come within
just a fraction of a percent of balancing
the budget here in fiscal year 1999. And
the hope is, with the new CBO baseline,
we will indeed balance the budget in
fiscal year 2000 without using Social
Security. It is historic.

So the question is if we are balancing
the budget without using Social Secu-
rity, what are we doing to address the
problem of the $5.7 trillion national
debt? What priority do we accord that?
And, Mr. Speaker, I would like to em-
phasize that I, and I think most Mem-
bers in Congress, feel that paying down
the national debt is indeed a top pri-
ority.

Certainly it is refreshing to see us
take the Social Security Trust Fund
out of the budget and quit using that
to subsidize other programs or the
budget generally. But the fact of the
matter is that by taking the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund off budget, we are
only doing what we really should have
done years ago. And what we are fail-
ing to do at this point is to use some of
the surplus that has been projected for
the next 5 years and the next 10 years
to pay down on this debt.

My colleagues and I in the Blue Dog
coalition, and about 135 of us, voted for
a budget 3 weeks ago that would devote
50 percent of the surplus to paying
down on the debt. This budget proposal
had bipartisan support, and the new
Democratic coalition was a very im-
portant part of this. Tragically, we
could not prevail on the majority to in-
clude this commitment to paying down
the national debt in the budget that
was passed here this week.

I would like to urge that in the
weeks and months ahead that we work
together on a bipartisan basis and de-
termine if there is a way that we can
go back to that principle of devoting 50
percent of our surplus that is projected
to reducing our Nation’s debt. In these
good times, we ought to be making the
repairs to our fiscal house.

There is a saying that when the sun
is shining, it is time to fix the roof.
Well, the sun is shining on the Amer-
ican economy these days, and it is time
to fix the budget roof, to pay down that
debt so that the legacy that we are
leaving our children does not include
this $20,000 per capita debt that each
man, woman and child has in the
United States today as their part of
being Americans.

If we take that $5 trillion and divide
it by our Nation’s population, it is
roughly $20,000 that each man, woman
and child in this country has as that
person’s share of the Nation’s debt.

Now, President Clinton did not han-
dle it quite the same way we did in the

budget that was proposed by the Demo-
crats. He would take a portion of the
surplus and reserve that for the Medi-
care program. And although that is not
identical, it certainly is a step in the
right direction, and I want to commend
the President for that. I hope that the
President can work with those of us in
Congress to achieve this goal.

I would like to make one other com-
ment, if my colleague from Washington
would indulge me, and that is that we
have a great deal of emphasis these
days on trying to do right by the men
and women in our armed forces; in
their pay scale and in their retirement
benefits. I do not disagree that the men
and women in uniform need additional
compensation so that they are fairly
treated in this robust economy that we
have. I realize that we are losing expe-
rienced military personnel, taking
early retirement or not reupping be-
cause they can do better in the private
sector.

But I would like to emphasize that as
we proceed with this task of trying to
do right by the men and women that
work for the Federal Government, that
we not overlook the fact that the civil
servants similarly find that the private
sector is quite attractive. In fact, I
have met with folks that work for the
Farm Service Agency in the rural Mid-
west, and I am learning that, to the
horror of the administrator of that pro-
gram, we are daily losing highly quali-
fied experienced personnel to the pri-
vate sector; people that are saying
they are not sure what this agency is
going to be doing; they are concerned
that there have been cutbacks in staff-
ing levels and there may be further
cutbacks; and the compensation level
has not kept up with the private sec-
tor.

So it is easy to pick out one group
and say we are going to favor that
group, but I think it has to be a
balanced approach. And we should not
lose sight of the fact that other men
and women working for the Federal
Government are in a similar predica-
ment.

Now, having said this, I am not urg-
ing that we go back and somehow do
something irresponsible with the budg-
et. I am simply saying it is a task of
being fair and proportional. It is a
question of equity. And as we proceed
with the appropriations bills, I trust
that we will be fair to all Federal em-
ployees.

In closing, I would again like to
thank the gentleman from Washington
for his leadership on this and urge that
we recognize the importance of paying
down this vast national debt as a top
priority and using the budget surpluses
that are anticipated in the years to
come.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Minnesota.

To conclude this topic, I will just go
back to where I started from. This is
going to be a long process. The budget
resolution that we have passed is but
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the first step. Passing the 13 appropria-
tions bills over the course of the next 6
to 7 months will be the important step.
That is where we will make the deci-
sions.

And as we approach those decisions,
we have a clear choice. We can do poli-
tics as usual. And politics as usual ba-
sically means that we over promise and
play political games to try to make it
look like we can keep more promises
than we possibly can in the hopes that
the people we are making those prom-
ises to will not notice that we have not
kept them or, better yet, will find
somebody else to blame for the fact
they have not been kept.

That is the politics of taking one per-
son’s tax cuts, another person’s spend-
ing increases, doing a deal, and just
worrying about the debt later. That
process is what got us into this mess in
the first place.

I understand how powerful that proc-
ess can be. Not a day goes by that I do
not have somebody come into my office
and present a very credible case for a
need. Whether it is a need for spending
increases or a need for a particular tax
cut, they make very powerful argu-
ments.

And we must look at each one of
those situations and make disciplined
decisions. But we cannot look at each
one of those and simply say, well, gosh,
is this an important program; would we
like to spend money on it; and, if so,
we must. We must look at that side of
the equation, but we must balance it
against the overall needs of a fiscally
responsible budget and not promise
more than we can possibly give out.

I fear that the old politics of the
1980s, of basically winning elections
one check at a time, whether it is a tax
cut or a spending increase that makes
some group happy, is where we are
headed again. And when I see people
talking about the so-called politics of
never-ending surpluses, I see us drift-
ing into that direction and it worries
me.

Because the other choice is to be fis-
cally responsible in how we approach
the budget and be disciplined, and
place as an overarching priority that
shall not be bent that we first balance
the budget and, second, begin paying
down the debt.

Now, the good news is that because of
that strong economy we can do both
those things and still do some other
things. We can increase spending to
help our men and women of the armed
forces and we can do some tax cuts.
But we cannot do everything that ev-
erybody has laid out on the table dur-
ing the course of this budget resolution
debate.

And if we promise too much and get
ourselves too far down that road so
that we feel we cannot go back on
those promises, what will suffer is fis-
cal discipline. And, more specifically,
what will suffer is our children and
their children and the future genera-
tions of this country who, once again,
will grow up to be handed a credit card

bill as the first thing that we give
them. That is not leadership. That is
not what we were elected to do.

Now, I know a good many people say
the way to get reelected is to bring
home stuff. Whatever it is, a bridge, a
swimming pool, a new school, what-
ever, we must bring home something to
our constituents so that we can show
them that we have made a difference.
In each election what I want to be able
to say that I brought home to the peo-
ple I represent is fiscal responsibility;
a balanced budget that is going to keep
our economy strong and keep our com-
mitment to future generations. That
ought to be enough for Members of
Congress to bring home.

That is the message I am getting
from my constituents; be responsible,
be disciplined. Yes, we have needs, but
there is no reason we cannot meet
those needs within the parameters of a
balanced budget and paying down the
debt. Make that the top priority.

Mr. Speaker, with that I would like
to now yield to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. VIC SNYDER), who has been
a leader on fiscal responsibility and
making sure that we have a fair and
balanced budget.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for allowing me to be
here with him this evening. I appre-
ciate the work the gentleman has done
on these issues and the folks that
stayed around to talk about the impor-
tance of fiscal discipline.

As the gentleman knows, the House
has adjourned for the week. Most peo-
ple are in planes heading home, and it
seems like we had some stalwarts de-
fending the importance of fiscal dis-
cipline in this country to stick around
this evening and discuss this issue.

I want to make a comment briefly, if
I could. I heard someone on the House
floor today talking about how we have
the situation now where we have budg-
et surpluses as far as the eye can see.
As far as the eye can see. I think it is
very nice to be part of a Congress, in
my second term, where we can talk
about budget surpluses. But as I look
out at the world today, I also see chal-
lenges as far as the eye can see.

Mr. Speaker, we better be very, very
careful that we not head down the path
of a lack of fiscal discipline and head
into the time of not being responsible
in how we deal with these surpluses or
we will make some mistakes like we
have in the past.

b 1800

So what are some of the challenges?
We talked a lot about the importance
of dealing with Social Security and
Medicare before we talk about major
and large and huge tax cuts. That is
what the American people want us to
do. They want us to deal with the chal-
lenges of Social Security and Medicare.

They understand this baby boomer
generation, of which I am a member.
When we are fully retired in 15 or 20
years, we will challenge those two sys-
tems.

The events in Kosovo and the
Balkans in the last 3 weeks really
bring home the importance of having a
well-funded and adequate and strong
and capable and technologically supe-
rior defense. And there were a lot of us
that have been concerned, even before
these events in the Balkans, that we
need to put additional money into the
defense budget. Clearly, the events of
the last 3 weeks, the last 21, 22 days,
bring home that even more.

I am also on the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs and have been very con-
cerned as a family doctor about, are we
adequately funding the health needs of
veterans? I believe there is going to be
some information come out in the next
few days about the potential once
again, bring home the potential once
again for hepatitis C and its impact on
the VA health care system.

As we learn more and about hepatitis
C, its long latency period, about the in-
creased risk to Vietnam veterans,
about the devastation that it can bring
on people years after they incurred the
virus through chronic hepatitis,
through loss of their liver, through
death. I had a friend who died a few
months ago of hepatitis C, and he had
been in good health at age 43 2 weeks
before his death.

And finally, the changing world econ-
omy. It is too soon to think that be-
cause we see surpluses as far as the eye
can see that this world economy will
never change in a negative direction.
Of course we are going to have reces-
sions. Of course we are going to have
recessions in the future, some of which
may be fairly major. These are the
kinds of things that we have to be pre-
pared for that are challenges in the fu-
ture.

Agriculture: In Arkansas we had ter-
rible problems with drought and low
prices, and I do not see and I do not
think many people in Arkansas see
that improving this next cycle. That is
going to be a very great challenge for
this country, and we are nowhere close
to solving that.

Challenges take money. And I sup-
port tax cuts. I supported the tax cuts
in 1997. I supported balancing the budg-
et in 1997. But before we are too quick
to give away huge tax cuts, contrary to
the wishes of the American people, we
had better deal with these very, very
significant challenges, solve them first,
be sure that we maintain our budget
discipline, our fiscal discipline is so im-
portant to this country and so impor-
tant to the American people, and then
deal with the long-term issue of what
kinds of tax cuts, in what amounts can
we give tax cuts to the American peo-
ple.

And I know every Member of Con-
gress would like to give tax cuts to the
American people if it is fiscally sound.

I appreciate the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. SMITH), his work on
this issue.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.
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CHINESE ESPIONAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to address the issues of Com-
munist China’s efforts to steal our
most advanced nuclear secrets, their
funneling of illegal contributions to
President Clinton’s 1996 reelection
campaign, and how the Clinton admin-
istration, either intentionally or
through incompetence has irreparably
damaged and compromised the security
of every man, woman, and child in the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, last summer during
President Clinton’s trip to China,
Jiang Zemin, the President of China,
told him that he had no involvement in
campaign fund-raising in the United
States; and President Clinton took his
word for it.

In that July 2, 1998, press conference,
President Clinton said, ‘‘They looked
into that, and he was obviously cer-
tain, and I do believe him, that he had
not ordered or authorized or approved
such a thing, and that he could find no
evidence that anybody in governmental
authority had done that,’’ giving ille-
gal campaign contributions to the
Democratic National Committee or the
President’s Reelection Committee.

Why would President Clinton say
that, Mr. Speaker? The New York
Times reported in May that Johnny
Chung was given $300,000 by Ms. Liu
Chao-ying, a Chinese aerospace execu-
tive who is a lieutenant colonel in the
People’s Liberation Army in Com-
munist Army, and her father at one
time was the head of the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army.

In April of 1996, 27 months before
President Clinton’s meeting with
President Jiang of China, Sandy
Berger, the head of the National Secu-
rity Council, was briefed that China
had stolen W–88 nuclear warhead de-
signs, neutron bomb data, and that a
spy might still be passing secrets to
China at Los Alamos, one of our nu-
clear research facilities.

Now, the W–88 nuclear warhead de-
sign is a miniaturized nuclear warhead,
and you can put as many as 10 of them
on one missile. So you can hit 10 cities
with one missile launched from China,
thereby endangering as many as 50 or
60 million Americans. And the neutron
bomb data, that kind of information,
would allow an enemy of the United
States, Communist China, to launch a
missile at the United States with a
neutron bomb warhead, and when it ex-
plodes, kills everybody in the city but
it does not destroy the infrastructure,
the roads, the bridges, or the buildings.

Now, Sandy Berger, the head of the
NSC, would have had to have told the
President about this. Why would Presi-
dent Clinton say that he believed
President Jiang of China?

Mr. Speaker, on April 8, 1999, at a
joint press conference with President

Clinton, when Communist China’s
Prime Minister Zhu Rongji was here,
he was asked about China’s theft of
U.S. nuclear secrets; and Prime Min-
ister Zhu said, ‘‘I have no knowledge
whatsoever of any charge of any allega-
tion of espionage or the theft of nu-
clear technology, and I do not believe
such story.’’

And President Clinton responded,
‘‘China is a big country with a big gov-
ernment, and I can only say that
America is a big country with a big
government and occasionally things
happen in this country and in this gov-
ernment that I do not know anything
about.’’ And he was indicating that the
stealing of this technology and the ille-
gal campaign contributions that were
authorized by the leaders of the Com-
munist Chinese Government could have
happened without their knowledge.

If that happens in Communist China,
they either shoot them or put them in
prison. So it is disingenuous for the
President to say that he believed him
when he knew full well that this was
taking place.

In July of 1997, a year before his
meeting with President Jiang and 27
months before his meeting with Prime
Minister Zhu, the administration ac-
knowledges that NSC Director Sandy
Berger briefed the President, told him
about weaknesses in our nuclear lab-
oratories and about China’s spying.

So when President Clinton met with
President Jiang and Prime Minister
Zhu, he had already been briefed by
NSC Director Berger sometime before
about the possibility of spying and es-
pionage taking place at our nuclear fa-
cilities.

Before the President met with Zhu,
the L.A. Times reported that Johnny
Chung had testified under oath that he
was directed to make illegal campaign
contributions to the President’s reelec-
tion campaign by General Ji Shengde,
who met with him three times and or-
dered that $300,000 be directed to Chung
for political contributions, and that
there were other conduits, other people
that they were working with to get
money into the President’s reelection
campaign and to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee.

Now, Johnny Chung was a friend of
the President. He was in the White
House 50 times. He brought other peo-
ple in, Communist leaders, to meet
with the President. And he was one of
the major conduits of bringing illegal
campaign contributions into this coun-
try.

General Ji Shengde was the head of
the Chinese Communist military intel-
ligence, the equivalent of our Defense
Intelligence Agency in this country;
and he was the one that was giving the
order to funnel these illegal campaign
contributions from communist China
into the President’s reelection cam-
paign and into the Democrat National
Committee.

Now, why would President Clinton
suggest that maybe the Chinese leader-
ship did not know about the spying at

Los Alamos? Why would he say that?
Mr. Speaker, when they do something
in China, as I said before, they either
shoot them or throw them in jail.

Now, regarding Chinese espionage. In
April of 1996, 27 months before Presi-
dent Clinton accepted President
Jiang’s denial, and 3 years before he
suggested that China’s spying might be
the fault of ‘‘big government,’’ the De-
partment of Energy’s chief of intel-
ligence Notra Trulock told National
Security Advisor Sandy Berger, the
head of the NSC, that China had stolen
both W–88 nuclear warhead designs,
that is the miniature nuclear warhead
that they can put 10 of them on one
missile, and neutron bomb data; that a
spy might still be passing those secrets
to China from Los Alamos, our nuclear
research facility.

Mr. Speaker, according to Energy of-
ficials who took part in the meeting
and read highly classified materials
used to prepare for it, Sandy Berger
was also told how the stolen tech-
nology could fit into Beijing’s overall
nuclear strategy and how the W–88
technology could be used as part of a
plan to rely on the mobility of truck-
launched missiles with small warheads
to better survive a counter-nuclear at-
tack by the United States.

According to the New York Times,
Energy officials said the briefing was a
culmination of a 5-month interagency
study of the W–88 theft and related
issues and it was pretty was ‘‘a pretty
specific briefing.’’ One American offi-
cial who was present said that. Sandy
Berger was even told that investigators
had identified a prime suspect at Los
Alamos in the theft and would shortly
turn their information over to the FBI
for a formal criminal inquiry.

Why did Sandy Berger, the head of
the NSC, appearing on NBC’s Meet the
Press last month, say the information
he was told about 3 years ago was very
general and very preliminary? Why did
he say we did not have a suspect in the
theft of the W–88 technology? Why did
he say that we did not know who, we
did not really know how, and we did
not really know what?

We know at the end of the briefing
that I just talked about, according to
officials that were present, Notra
Trulock referred to a report from a
Chinese source which had been pro-
vided to the Department of Energy by
the FBI in March of 1996, over 3 years
ago.

Mr. Speaker, the Chinese source indi-
cated that officials inside China’s in-
telligence service were boasting about
how they had just stolen secrets from
the United States and had used them
to improve Beijing’s neutron bomb.

The source further suggested that
Chinese agents solved a 1988 design
problem by coming back to the United
States in 1995 to steal more secrets.
The source, who in the past has pro-
vided reliable information, even de-
tailed how the information was trans-
ferred from the United States to com-
munist China.
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